Background {#Sec1}
==========

Hip fractures are common with more than 1.3 million fractures annually world wide \[[@CR1]\]. A hip fracture represents a major burden both for the individual patient and the society \[[@CR2]\], consequences are often reduced survival, impaired function and problems with independent living. Older age is associated with not regaining basic mobility following a hip fracture. After a hip fracture mortality is higher among men. However, there are conflicting results on gender differences in the regaining of function \[[@CR3], [@CR4]\]. Several studies have reported that risk of reduced mobility after a fracture is higher in patients with low pre-fracture mobility and in those with extra-capsular fractures \[[@CR5], [@CR6]\].

Geriatric patients and hip fracture patients share features such as high age, comorbidities, functional limitations, and frailty \[[@CR7]\]. Therefore, orthogeriatric treatment models where geriatricians and orthopaedic surgeons collaborate have been developed. As summarised in literature reviews, orthogeriatric treatment models have shown reduction of delirium, post-surgery complication rates and mortality \[[@CR8], [@CR9]\], and improved mobility \[[@CR10]\]. A recent paper from The Trondheim Hip Fracture Trial reported that treatment of home-dwelling hip-fracture patients with comprehensive geriatric care (CGC) throughout the entire hospital stay gave statistically significant and clinically meaningful better mobility, personal activities of daily living (p-ADL), instrumental ADL (i-ADL), and cognition, and was also cost-effective as compared to traditional care \[[@CR11]\].

Previous studies indicate beneficial effects of comprehensive geriatric care (CGC) for hip-fracture patients in general \[[@CR11], [@CR12]\], but less is known about benefits of CGC in targeted subgroups. Although a number of prognostic factors for functional outcomes are relatively well known, we have not found any randomised controlled trial (RCT) evaluating treatment effects of CGC versus traditional orthopaedic care (OC) related to subgroup characteristics.

When planning for The Trondheim Hip-Fracture Trial, we hypothesised that benefits of a comprehensive and individualised orthogeriatric treatment programme were independent of age, gender and fracture type, and that focusing on functional recovery in the CGC group would especially benefit those with more severe pre-fracture impairments.

The aim of the present study is to explore post hoc if treatment effects of CGC as compared to OC depend on subgroups defined by age, gender, type of fracture or pre-fracture function. This will be studied separately for the outcome measures of mobility, p-ADL, i-ADL, and cognition.

Methods {#Sec2}
=======

Trial design and patients {#Sec3}
-------------------------

The Trondheim Hip-fracture Trial is a prospective RCT recruited patients at St. Olav University Hospital in Trondheim, Norway between April 2008 and December 2010, last follow-up assessment was completed January 2012. The protocol, the intervention and clinical outcomes from the study have been published previously \[[@CR11], [@CR13]--[@CR15]\]. Home-dwelling patients 70 years or older who had been able to walk 10 m prior to the hip-fracture were eligible. Patients with pathological fractures, multiple trauma, short life expectancy, living permanently in a nursing home, or already participating in the study were excluded. A nurse in the emergency room screened the patients for eligibility, collected informed written consent by either the patients or their next of kin, and randomised the patients. A web-based computer-generated service prepared by the Norwegian University of Science and Technology (NTNU) was used that randomised patients in a ratio of 1:1 and blocks of unknown size was used. Patients were randomised to receive CGC or OC and were transferred to the allocated wards directly after randomisation. Blinding of patients and staff was not possible, while assessors were partly blinded during follow-up \[[@CR11]\]. Patient flow is shown in Fig. [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"}.Fig. 1Patient flow chart. CGC = Comprehensive Geriatric Care; OC = Orthopedic Care

Treatment {#Sec4}
---------

As described previously \[[@CR14]\] patients in both groups received the same perioperative treatment. In most patients surgery was performed in spinal anaesthesia. Arthroplasty was used for dislocated intracapsular fractures (Garden type 3 or 4) while Garden type 1 or 2 fractures were mainly treated with a two-screw fixation. A sliding hip screw system was used for extracapsular fractures except for some sub trochanteric fractures that were treated with intramedullary nailing. Most patients were allowed full weight-bearing postoperatively, except for 17 (9 %) and 20 (10 %) in the CGC and OC groups respectively, who got restrictions. Most of these had sub-trochanteric fractures or other fractures that were considered to be unstable according to the fixation method and reposition, or the surgeon had judged the bone as too osteoporotic for weight-bearing even after fixation.

In the orthopaedic trauma ward OC patients received treatment according to national and international guidelines \[[@CR16]--[@CR18]\]. In the geriatric ward patients were treated pre- and postoperatively using CGC performed as a multidimensional interdisciplinary diagnostic process focusing on the patients' medical, mental, social and functional situation. The CGC emphasised medical assessment including review of drug regimen, pain relief, hydration, nutrition, elimination, and assessment of fall risk and osteoporosis. In addition the interdisciplinary team focused on early mobilisation and rehabilitation and early individualised discharge planning.

The primary health care services were responsible for follow-up after discharge from hospital in both groups. Neither group was routinely offered hospital-based follow-up, except for selected patients who were offered follow-up in the orthopaedic outpatient clinic as decided by the orthopaedic surgeons. We developed an integrated plan for treatment and follow-up for each patient \[[@CR14]\].

Measurements {#Sec5}
------------

P-ADL and i-ADL before the fracture and at four and 12 months were assessed by the Barthel Index (BI; 0 to 20 points; 20 best score) and the Nottingham Extended ADL Scale (NEAS; 0--66 points; 66 best score) \[[@CR19], [@CR20]\]. The median pre-fracture NEAS score was 45, and patients with NEAS scores ≥45 before the fracture were regarded well-functioning, while those with scores \< 45 were regarded impaired in i-ADL. Data were obtained by interviewing the patient or, if he/she was not able to respond, their next of kin. Mobility at four and 12 months was assessed by the Short Physical Performance Battery (SPPB; 0 to 12 points; 12 best score) \[[@CR21]\]. Cognition was assessed by the Mini Mental Status Examination (MMSE; 0--30 points; 30 best score) \[[@CR22]\]. The American Society of Anaesthesiologists (ASA) score \[[@CR23]\] was used as preoperative risk score. Medical information was collected from hospital records.

Statistical analysis {#Sec6}
--------------------

Sample size was calculated for the analysis of the main effect (without subgroups). For an estimated effect size of 1.0 point in mean SPPB score at four months after surgery, and with an α level of 0.05 304 patients were needed for 80 % power. To allow for an estimated 20 % drop-out rate 380 patients were required, in the end a total of 397 were included. Sample size estimations were not carried out for the post hoc analyses. There were no planned or unplanned formal interim analyses. An independent clinical trials unit reviewed emerging safety data (mortality and serious adverse events), and the assumptions underlying the sample size calculation when 200 patients had been recruited \[[@CR11]\].

The statistical analysis plan that was completed before performing any data analysis, also involved subgroup analyses regarding pre-fracture function. Subgroup analyses on age, gender and fracture type were decided posthoc.

Differences between subgroups were analysed by linear mixed models with interactions between treatment, time, and subgroup, using SPPB, BI, NEAS, and MMSE as dependent variables. Independent variables were time, group allocation (CGC vs OC), and age (70 to 79 vs ≥80 years), gender, fracture type (intra- vs extra-capsular) and pre-fracture function (median NEAS \< 45 vs ≥45). An interaction between the subgroup and the treatment effect implies a three-way interaction (between time, treatment and subgroup). The magnitude of the three-way interaction is not of practical interest, but the interest lies in the effect of treatment group at four and 12 months. Hence, at each time point, we report the treatment effect within subgroups, and the difference in treatment effect between subgroups.

The results within and between subgroups are presented as mean scores for differences with 95 % Confidence Intervals (CI). Differences in treatment effect between subgroups are reported with CIs and p-values for the relevant two-way interactions. Two-sided *p*-values \<0.05 were considered statistically significant. For evaluation of whether test score differences are clinically meaningful previously reported reference values were used: SPPB ≥ 0.5 points \[[@CR24]\], BI ≥ 1.4 points \[[@CR25]\], NEAS ≥ 2.4 points \[[@CR26]\], and MMSE ≥ 2 points \[[@CR27]\].

Analyses were performed using SPSS 21.

Ethics {#Sec7}
------

The study was approved by the Regional Committee of Ethics in Medical Research (REK4.2008.335), the Norwegian Social Science Data Services (NSD19109) and the Norwegian Directorate of Health (08/5814). ClinicalTrials.Gov registry number was NCT00667914.

Results {#Sec8}
=======

Baseline characteristics {#Sec9}
------------------------

As shown in Fig. [1](#Fig1){ref-type="fig"} a total of 1077 patients were screened for eligibility, of these 559 did not meet inclusion criteria, 54 declined participation and 67 were not included from other reasons, while 397 were randomised 198 to CGC and 199 to OC.

The two groups were comparable regarding baseline characteristics (Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}). Mean age was 83 years, three of four patients were female, and 60 % were living alone. More than 50 % in both groups had an ASA score of 3 or higher. About 60 % had intra-capsular fractures, of whom 76 (63.9 %) in the CGC and 89 (69.3 %) in the OC were operated with arthroplasty (Table [1](#Tab1){ref-type="table"}) (*p* = 0.37). Baseline characteristics for each subgroup has been added as Additional file [1](#MOESM1){ref-type="media"}.Table 1Baseline characteristicsGeriatricOrthopaedic*n* = 198*n* = 199Age (years) - mean (SD)83.4 (5.4)83.2 (6.4)Sex (female) - *n* (%)145 (73.2)148 (74.4)Sheltered housing - *n* (%)26 (13.5)20 (10.3)Living alone - *n* (%)115 (58.1)124 (62.3)Barthel Index (0--20) - mean (SD)18.3 (2.3)18.1 (2.8)NEAS (0--66) - mean (SD)42.5 (17.7)41.9 (17.5)ASA score (1--5) mean (SD)2.5 (0.7)2.6 (0.7)ASA score1 or 2 (healthy or mild systemic disease) - *n* (%)89 (45.0)82 (41.2)3 (severe systemic disease) - *n* (%)103 (52.0)106 (53.3)4 or 5 (severe systemic disease or moribund) - *n* (%)6 (3.0)11 (5.5)Previous diagnosesHeart disease - *n* (%)97 (49.0)89 (44.7)Stroke - *n* (%)49 (24.7)57 (28.6)Diabetes - *n* (%)23 (11.6)28 (14.1)Dementia - *n* (%)27 (13.6)26 (13.1)Cancer - *n* (%)53 (26.8)43 (21.6)Kidney disease - *n* (%)18 (9.1)9 (4.5)Fracture typeFemoral neck - *n* (%)119(60.1)127(63.8)Extra capsular fracture- *n* (%)79(39.9)72(36.1)SurgeryHemi prosthesis - *n* (%)76(38.4)88(44.2)Bone plates and -screws - *n* (%)69(34.8)63(31.7)Screws -- *n* (%)38(19.2)32(16.1)Other^a^- *n* (%)15(7.6)16(8.0)*ASA* American Society of Anaesthesiologists^a^Including patients treated with combinations of surgery or no surgery at all due to death

Clinically meaningful treatment effects of CGC versus OC within subgroups {#Sec10}
-------------------------------------------------------------------------

Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"} and Fig. [2](#Fig2){ref-type="fig"} show that at four months patients aged 70--79 years treated with CGC had better performance on SPPB, BI and NEAS than patients treated with OC, and at 12 months better performance on NEAS and MMSE. CGC patients ≥80 years of age had better SPPB scores at four and 12 months, and better NEAS score at 12 months than the OC patients.Table 2Results of linear mixed model analysisCGCOCCGCOC2-way interaction(mean)(mean)GD (95 % CI)*p*-value(mean)(mean)GD (95 % CI)*p*-valueGD (95 % CI)*p*-value4 months (*n* = 325)Age 70--79 (*n* = 98)Age 80 or older (*n* = 227)SPPB6.415.321.09 (0.19--1.99)0.0174.533.910.62 (0.03--1.20)0.0390.47 (−0.60 to 1.55)0.39Barthel17.1915.271.92 (0.66--3.18)0.00316.0515.490.56 (−0.26--1.37)0.181.36 (−0.14 to 2.86)0.08NEAS39.1827.7311.44 (6.54--16.35)\<0.000130.3027.362.94 (−0.25 to 6.13)0.078.50 (2.65--14.35)0.004MMSE25.6423.661.97 (−0.06--4.02)0.0623.0222.330.70 (−0.62--2.02)0.301.28 (−1.14--3.71)0.30Male (*n* = 78)Female (*n* = 247)SPPB5.095.030.06 (−0.93--1.05)0.915.074.140.94 (0.37--1.50)0.0010.88 (−0.26--2.02)0.13Barthel15.9415.600.34 (−1.03--1.72)0.6316.5115.361.15 (0.36--1.94)0.0050.81 (−0.78--2.40)0.32NEAS30.4327.133.30 (−2.08--8.68)0.2333.6027.586.02 (2.93--9.12)0.00012.72 (−3.48--8.93)0.39MMSE23.7522.641.11 (−1.13--3.34)0.3323.7922.781.01 (−0.27--2.29)0.120.09 (−2.48--2.67)0.94Intra-capsular fracture (*n* = 203)Extra-Capsular fracture (*n* = 122)SPPB5.614.541.07 (0.46--1.69)0.0014.214.070.14 (−0.66--0.94)0.730.93 (−0.08--1.95)0.07Barthel17.0015.471.53 (0.66--2.39)0.00115.4015.380.02 (−1.10--1.14)0.971.51 (0.09--2.92)0.037NEAS35.0228.166.85 (3.48--10.23)0.000129.3526.402.94 (−1.45--7.34)0.193.91 (−1.64--9.45)0.17MMSE24.0122.621.39 (−0.01--2.80)0.0523.4722.970.50 (−1.30--2.30)0.590.90 (−1.39--3.19)0.44Pre-fracture NEAS ≥ 45 (*n* = 178)Pre-fracture NEAS \< 45 (*n* = 147)SPPB6.595.660.93 (0.28--1.59)0.0053.222.780.45 (−0.26--1.15)0.220.49 (0.48--1.45)0.32Barthel18.3617.830.53 (−0.40--1.47)0.2714.0612.641.42 (0.42--2.42)0.0050.89 (−0.48--2.26)0.20NEAS44.7737.447.34 (3.83--10.84)\<0.000119.0616.033.03 (−0.73--6.78)0.114.31 (−0.82--9.45)0.10MMSE26.4425.011.43 (−0.08--2.94)0.0620.5119.880.62 (−1.01--2.25)0.450.80 (−1.42--3.03)0.4812 months (n = 284)Age 70--79 (*n* = 87)Age 80 or older (*n* = 197)SPPB6.485.640.84 (−0.09--1.78)0.084.633.930.70 (0.08--1.31)0.0270.14 (−0.98--1.26)0.80Barthel17.3416.291.05 (−0.24--2.35)0.1116.2015.091.11 (0.26--1.95)0.0110.05 (−1.49--1.60)0.95NEAS39.0131.337.68 (2.62--12.64)0.00331.7526.635.12 (1.79--8.45)0.0032.56 (−3.50--8.62)0.41MMSE25.1322.902.23 (0.16--4.30)0.03523.0021.921.07 (−0.27--2.42)0.121.16 (−1.31--3.63)0.36Male (*n* = 65)Female (*n* = 219)SPPB5.335.47−0.14 (−1.20--0.91)0.795.134.170.96 (0.37--1.55)0.0011.10 (−0.11--2.31)0.07Barthel16.2515.780.47 (−0.99--1.93)0.5316.6215.381.24 (0.42--2.06)0.0030.77 (−0.90--2.44)0.37NEAS33.0727.785.29 (−0.47--11.04)0.0734.1028.215.89 (2.69--9.08)0.00030.60 (−5.98--7.19)0.86MMSE23.9521.362.59 (0.30--4.87)0.02723.5022.491.01 (−0.29--2.31)0.131.58 (−1.05--4.01)0.24Intra-capsular fracture (*n* = 177)Extra-Capsular fracture (*n* = 107)SPPB5.614.421.19 (0.54--1.84)0.00034.454.51−0.06 (−0.090--0.78)0.891.25 (0.19--2.31)0.021Barthel16.9515.331.62 (0.72--2.52)0.000415.8515.720.13 (−1.02--1.27)0.831.49 (0.04--2.95)0.045NEAS35.1528.766.40 (2.86--9.83)0.000431.6627.054.61 (0.11--9.11)0.0451.79 (−3.94--7.51)0.54MMSE22.9422.371.14 (−0.29--2.58)0.1223.7722.001.77 (−0.06--3.61)0.060.63 (−1.70--2.96)0.60Pre-fracture NEAS ≥ 45 (*n* = 164)Pre-fracture NEAS \< 45 (*n* = 120)SPPB6.815.980.83 (0.16--1.51)0.0163.062.570.49 (−0.26--1.24)0.200.34 (−0.67--1.35)0.51Barthel18.7417.681.05 (0.10--2.01)0.03113.8912.881.01 (−0.04--2.06)0.060.05 (−1.37--1.47)0.95NEAS47.1138.388.73 (5.14--12.32)\<0.000118.0816.181.90 (−2.06--5.85)0.356.83 (1.48--12.17)0.012MMSE26.3324.421.91 (0.38--3.44)0.01520.2419.470.77 (−0.91--2.45)0.371.14 (−1.14--3.41)0.33The two-way interaction term GD is the difference in effect of CGC vs OC between the subgroups, for example 1.09--0.62 = 0.47 for SPPB, age70-79 vs age 80+, 4 months*CGC* Comprehensive Geriatric Care, *OC* orthopaedic care, *GD* Group difference, *SPPB* Short Physical Performance Battery, *Barthel* Barthel Index, *NEAS* Nottingham Extended ADL Scale, *MMSE* Mini Mental Status ExaminationFig. 2Results of mixed model analysis: Estimated outcome in each subgroup and treatment, with 95 % confidence interval. P-values are reported for interaction between subgroup and treatment. For example, *p* = 0.004 for age and NEAS at 4 months: The treatment effect (difference in NEAS) for patients aged \< 80 is significantly larger than the difference for patients aged ≥ 80

In females there were clinically meaningful treatment effects in favour of CGC for SPPB and NEAS at four and 12 months. For men the MMSE scores for the CGC group was better at 12 months, but there were no other statistically significant differences at four or 12 months.

At four and 12 months patients with intra-capsular fractures treated with CGC had better scores on SPPB, BI and NEAS. Patients with extra-capsular fractures had a better treatment effect of CGC than OC only for NEAS at 12 months.

CGC patients with pre-fracture NEAS ≥45 had better scores on SPPB and NEAS at four and 12 months and better MMSE scores at 12 months. Among patients with pre-fracture NEAS \<45 there was better scores for BI at four months and no statistically significant differences between the CGC and OC group at 12 months.

Clinically meaningful treatment effects of CGC versus OC between subgroups {#Sec11}
--------------------------------------------------------------------------

The analysis showed that CGC was better than OC for patients 70--79 years of age as compared to patients ≥80 years for NEAS at four months, while there were no differences at 12 months. In patients with intra-capsular as compared to extra-capsular fractures, CGC was better for BI at four and 12 months and for SPPB at 12 months. In patients with pre-fracture NEAS ≥45 as compared to NEAS \< 45, CGC was better for NEAS at 12 months (Table [2](#Tab2){ref-type="table"}).

Discussion {#Sec12}
==========

We have previously reported that treating home-dwelling hip-fracture patients in an orthogeriatric ward improves mobility, p-ADL, i-ADL and cognition more than treating patients in an orthopaedic ward. Our overall aim of the present study was to explore treatment effects on functional measures between subgroups of the hip-fracture population. This post hoc study have shown that home-dwelling hip-fracture patients irrespective of age, gender, type of fracture or pre-fracture function have better effect of CGC than OC in one or more functional outcomes, and that these group differences are of clinical importance. Nevertheless, the results demonstrated only minor differences in functional outcomes between the CGC and OC group among men, patients with extracapsular fractures, and those with impaired i-ADL before the fracture. The interaction analyses showed that CGC had statistically significant better treatment effect on i-ADL for younger participants at four months (*p* = 0.004), on p-ADL both at four (*p* = 0.037) and twelve months (*p* = 0.045) and mobility at twelve months (*p* = 0.021), for participants with intracapsular fractures as compared to extracapsular fractures, and on i-ADL at twelve months for participants with higher pre-fracture function (*p* = 0.012).

We have not found other publications studying if effects of orthogeriatric care differ in subgroups of patients. However, our overall results indicating somewhat better effects of CGC than OC irrespective of subgroup are in line with a Cochrane review on comparison of comprehensive geriatric assessment with general medical care in hospitalised acutely sick elderly patients, that showed that the benefits were related to treatment in a geriatric ward per se and not a consequence of admission criteria like age and other factors \[[@CR28]\].

Previous studies have shown that older patients have poorer functional recovery than younger patients after hip-fractures \[[@CR29]\]. In the present study there were statistically and/or clinically meaningful differences between the CGC and OC groups independent of age group. For patients ≥ 80 years the effect of CGC was more pronounced at 12 months. The between-subgroup analysis showed a significant better effect of CGC on i-ADL at four months in patients 70--79 years as compared to patients ≥80. This difference between age groups disappears after one year where the superior effect of CGC is fairly similar regardless of age. The change is mainly due to improved i-ADL in the older group by CGC, but not in OC. Our interpretation is that patients ≥80 need more time to improve, and that the effect of CGC may persist beyond discharge due to a better definition of treatment goals, better discharge planning or a better individual plan for rehabilitation.

Arinzon & al \[[@CR30]\] have previously found that both men and women improve mobility during hip-fracture rehabilitation, while other studies have found better prognosis for female hip-fracture patients \[[@CR31]\]. In our study we found that while female CGC patients had statistically and clinically significant better mobility and i-ADL at four and 12 months, the only effect for male CGC patients was on better cognition at 12 months. This is in line with the findings in our main publication from the study where we found improved cognition at 12 months in the CGC group \[[@CR11]\]. All outcomes in the present study measure different aspects of function. Cognitive impairment is frequently shown among sick, frail elderly patients and often interrelated with general health status \[[@CR32]\]. Nevertheless, we have no plausible explanation for the gender difference found in the subgroup analyses. Still, there was no significant effect of gender in the between-group analyses, possibly due to lack of statistical power. Further research particularly designed to assess gender effects of rehabilitation is warranted in order to improve treatment outcomes particularly in male hip-fracture patients.

Better effect in favour of CGC on the intra-capsular fracture group was found at both four and 12 months, while for the extra-capsular fracture group there was only a rather small effect on i-ADL at four and 12 months. The interaction analyses confirmed these findings by revealing increased benefit of CGC versus OC on several outcomes for intra-capsular as compared to extra-capsular fractures. Our findings also support previous studies showing that in general prognosis is poorer for extra-capsular as compared to intra-capsular fractures \[[@CR33]\]. One explanation may be that these patients have a larger trauma with more soft tissue damage and needing more extensive surgery. Further research is needed in order to improve the outcome for this patient group.

When planning the study we hypothesised that patients with high pre-fracture i-ADL scores would benefit least from CGC, and the group with impairments in i-ADL before the fracture would benefit the most. We found however a marginal effect on p-ADL at four months and no effect on other outcomes for the group with low pre-fracture i-ADL scores, while CGC improved mobility and i-ADL at four and 12 months for the group with high pre-fracture i-ADL scores. Thus, our hypothesis was not supported. The interaction analysis showed that CGC was significantly better for patients with high pre-fracture i-ADL scores than for those having low pre-fracture i-ADL scores on i-ADLduring follow-up. This is in line with findings from the The Oslo Orthogeriatric Trial that also showed beneficial effect on mobility among those being fittest before the fracture \[[@CR34]\]. The median NEAS score was only 45 at baseline, indicating that most participants actually had a functional decline before the fracture. Thus, our findings support previous studies reporting that impaired pre-fracture function appears to be a consistent predictor of unfavourable outcomes and not regaining mobility in older persons with hip-fractures. \[[@CR5], [@CR6], [@CR29], [@CR33], [@CR35]\].

The strengths of the study are the randomised controlled design and large sample size, and that we had a plan for analysis of subgroup effects based on pre-fracture function before the study started. The main weakness is the post-hoc design with choice of the other subgroups based upon literature review (defined after the main outcomes of the study were known). We have found no consensus on how to categorise patients with impaired function before the fracture. As there was a ceiling effect of BI before the fracture with a median score of 20 while the median NEAS score was 45 of 66 points, we selected pre-fracture NEAS to categorise pre-fracture function. In lack of established cut-off values for the NEAS we dichotomised by the median of the baseline score. Other weaknesses are lack of power for some subgroups, and that a large number of analyses have been performed increasing the chance of Type I error. However, according to the viewpoints of Rothman, we have not adjusted for multiple testing \[[@CR36], [@CR37]\]. The outcome measures in this study were chosen to represent aspects of function, while subjective reported outcomes as for example quality of life were not studied. Thus, conclusions should not be generalised to other domains. The study was exploratory, and further studies primarily designed to study effect of treatment on subgroups have to be undertaken to confirm findings.

Conclusion {#Sec13}
==========

Our main results were that in home-dwelling hip-fracture patients all subgroups of patients benefit of CGC on one or more functions (mobility, i- and p-ADL, and cognition), irrespective of age, gender, type of fracture and pre-fracture function. These findings support the implementation of CGC for different subgroups of home-dwelling hip-fracture patients. Contrary to our hypothesis that the most vulnerable patients would benefit the most from CGC, we found the intervention effect was most pronounced in younger, female participants with higher pre-fracture i-ADL function. Our results also show that there is need of further research, especially on extra-capsular fractures, on males, and patients with functional decline before the fracture.
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Data files are not available due to participants' confidentiality.

Additional file {#Sec16}
===============

Additional file 1:**Baseline tables for the different subgroups.** (DOC 142 kb)

ADL

:   activities of daily living

BI

:   barthel index

CGC

:   comprehensive geriatric care

I-ADL

:   instrumental ADL

MMSE

:   mini mental status and examination

NEAS

:   Nottingham extended ADL scale

OC

:   standard orthopaedic care

p-ADL

:   personal ADL

SPPB

:   short physical performance battery
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